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LIST OF ACRONYMS  

ADA ς Americans with Disabilities Act  
CPTED ς Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
CDWAC ςCreeks, Drainage, and Wastewater Advisory Committee  
DON ς Department of Neighborhoods  
Parks ς Seattle Parks and Recreation Department 
SDOT ς Seattle Department of Transportation  
SPD ς Seattle Police Department  
SPU ς Seattle Public Utilities 
RBCC ς Rainier Beach Community Club 
RBCEC ς Rainier Beach Community Empowerment Coalition 
RBMA ς Rainier Beach Merchants Association 
RBMF ς Rainier Beach Moving Forward 
RBNA ς Rainier Beach Neighborhood Association 
WHCA ς West Hill Community Association 
WSDOT ς Washington State Department of Transportation  
 

 



 

Taylor Creek Public Access Options Analysis Report    3  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Taylor Creek is located near the south end of Lake Washington in southeast Seattle. The creek originates 
in unincorporated King County and passes through a natural area ravine known as Deadhorse Canyon 
within Lakeridge Park. It then flows through residential yards and a culvert under Rainier Ave S before 
discharging into Lake Washington. The condition of the Rainier Ave S culvert, along with other barriers in 
the creek, prevents fish passage upstream to good quality habitat in Deadhorse Canyon. The lower 
stream is also confined in a small channel that produces poor habitat conditions and occasionally floods.  
 
In 2011, Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) and Seattle Parks and Recreation (Parks) began engaging the 
nearby community in discussions about habitat restoration at the site. Those discussions identified a 
number of concerns about how public access could affect the surrounding residential neighborhood.  
SPU determined that an open, collaborative process was needed to examine different options for public 
access to the site and the associated benefitǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ άtǳōƭƛŎ !ŎŎŜǎǎ hǇǘƛƻƴǎ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 
product of that process. This Public Access Options Analysis Report documents the analysis process, 
detailing the evaluation of public access and collaboration between SPU, Parks, the Interdepartmental 
Team, and the broader community, and provides a staff-level access recommendation.   
 
SPU considered five public access optionsς No Access, Viewpoint, Scheduled Access, Limited Access, and 
Open Access ς  and evaluated each based on six criteria ς Habitat Improvement; City Cost, Operations 
and Maintenance; City Safety and Liability; Community Amenities; Potential Neighborhood Impacts; and 
Traffic Safety and Mobility.  
 
City of Seattle staff recommends providing some form of Open Access to the lower Taylor Creek site, 
contingent upon further investigation and design around issues raised from the community during this 
process. This option is recommended because it is consistent with City Comprehensive and Shoreline 
Management goals and policies and provides broader community benefits (e.g., increased shoreline 
access, additional open space, education and stewardship opportunities).   
 
There are concerns about how public access may affect the stream and surrounding habitat, the 
immediate neighborhood, and traffic in the area.  The recommendation for some form of Open Access is 
contingent upon designing a project that: 

¶ Protects the restored habitat conditions and the fish and wildlife living in the area.  

¶ Assures safe access of pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicles to the site and through the area.   

¶ Balances project costs with environmental and social benefits and is within budgeted resources.   

¶ Minimizes adverse neighborhood changes and maximizes neighborhood amenities.    

¶ Provides Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility as required. 

¶ Avoids and minimizes impacts to playfield uses.     

¶ Promotes positive users of the space.  
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PROJECT BACKGROUND  

Taylor Creek is located near the south end of Lake Washington in southeast Seattle. The creek originates 
in unincorporated King County and passes through a natural area ravine known as Deadhorse Canyon 
within Lakeridge Park, through residential yards and a culvert under Rainier Ave S before discharging 
into southern Lake Washington.  
 
The culvert under Rainier Ave S is composed of privately and publically owned segments, some of which 
are deteriorating. In addition, the Rainier Ave S culvert and additional barriers in the lower creek 
prevent fish passage upstream to good quality habitat in Deadhorse Canyon. The lower stream is also 
confined in a small channel with poor habitat conditions which can flood during larger storm events.  
 

    
Figure 1. Taylor Creek Watershed and the Lower Taylor Creek project area 
 
In 2010 and 2011, Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) purchased properties at the mouth of Taylor Creek. This 
introduced an opportunity for SPU, in coordination with Seattle Parks and Recreation (Parks), to:  

¶ Replace the public culvert under Rainier Ave S to ensure public safety and mobility.  

¶ Remove the last fish passage barriers between Lake Washington and Deadhorse Canyon.  

¶ Improve the stream channel and surrounding habitat, particularly for Chinook salmon.  

¶ Address storm-related flooding and sediment deposition at the mouth of the creek as possible.  
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Figure 2. Current conditions at lower Taylor Creek 

 

THE PUBLIC ACCESS OPTIONS ANALYSIS  

Between 2010 and 2012, SPU began developing stream improvement concepts and discussing those 
concepts with the community near lower Taylor Creek. Adjacent neighbors were concerned about the 
potential for the lower Taylor Creek project site to shift from a private residential property to a publicly 
accessible space. SPU, in partnership with Parks, undertook a collaborative process with the community 
to evaluate, recommend, and ultimately decide on the type of public access that would be allowed at 
the Lower Taylor Creek Restoration Project site.  
  

Early Community Input  
In August 2011, SPU hosted a meeting 
at the project site for nearby neighbors 
ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ ŀōƻǳǘ {t¦Ωǎ ǇǊŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǊȅ 
habitat restoration concepts and 
provide their feedback on the design 
concepts. Following this initial 
meeting, SPU held an informational 
public meeting in February 2012 with 
the broader community.  
 
During these early conversations, 
nearby community members raised 
concerns about negative impacts 
associated with the property becoming 
accessible to the public. These 
concerns ranged from the potential of increased traffic on the private drive and undesirable activities 
taking place on the new City property to decreased pedestrian safety for users crossing Rainer Ave S. 
While community members generally supported the habitat improvements, particularly for endangered 
salmon, they were also uneasy about the project potentially negatively affecting the neighborhood.   
 

Undertaking the Public Access Options Analysis  
SPU began a Public Access Options Analysis in early 2013, in partnership with Parks, which may 
eventually own and manage the site. The purpose of this process (Figure 3a) was to evaluate a variety of 
options for public access at the lower Taylor Creek site using six criteria. The analysis included several 
opportunities for the community to provide feedback. This public input was incorporated into the 
analysis and informed the staff-level recommendation.  
 
The Public Access Options Analysis process involved a variety of stakeholders and City department staff 
to balance project goals with the needs and interests of the City, all Seattle residents, the surrounding 
community, and the immediate neighborhood.  Figure 4 describes those involved in the options analysis 
and their role.  
 
Based upon issues raised by the community, SPU decided to adjust the Public Access Options Analysis 
process and delay the final decision on public access (Figure 3b). This delay will allow SPU to complete 
preliminary engineering and investigate a number of design concerns raised by the community during 
the public access analysis process. The Director of SPU and Superintendent of Parks will make a final 
decision after the preliminary engineering stage, expected late 2014.  
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Figure 3a. Original process and schedule for the Public Access Options Analysis  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3b. Revised process and schedule for the Public Access Options Analysis  
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Figure 4. Participants in the Public Access Options Analysis and their role.  

  
Core Team 
The Core Team is composed of SPU and Parks staff, with consultant support provided by Osborn 
Consulting, Inc. and EnviroIssues. The Core TeamΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ designing and carrying out the 
Public Access Options Analysis process, developing public access options, identifying criteria to evaluate 
the options, applying the evaluation criteria to the options, soliciting and incorporating input from the 
community, convening the Interdepartmental Team, developing the recommended public access option, 
and briefing SPU and Parks management. 

 
Interdepartmental Team  
An Interdepartmental Team was convened to draw upon expertise in various departments within the 
City of Seattle during the evaluation of the public access options. The Interdepartmental Team included 
ǎǘŀŦŦ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ aŀȅƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜ tƻƭƛŎŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ό{t5ύΣ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ bŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘǎ ό5hbύΣ 
{ŜŀǘǘƭŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ό{5h¢ύΣ {t¦Ωǎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ 9ǉǳƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎǎ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ {t¦Ωǎ Field Operations and Maintenance branch.  
 
The Core Team met with the Interdepartmental Team three times during the analysis process. The first 
team workshop, held in February, focused on developing the public access options and evaluation 
criteria. The second team workshop, held in April, focused on applying the criteria to each of the 
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options. The purpose of the third and final team workshop, held in July, was to discuss the input from 
the community, weigh the benefits and challenges associated with each option, and make a staff-level 
recommendation for public access at the lower Taylor Creek site. The Interdepartmental Team was 
successful in bringing together representatives with different, sometimes conflicting, City perspectives 
and priorities to ensure a balanced evaluation. Summaries for the Interdepartmental Team workshops 
can be found in Appendix II.   
 
Community Opportunities for Input  
The Public Access Options Analysis process was built around providing meaningful and timely 
opportunities for public input. Three opportunities are provided for community members, nearby 
neighbors, and the general public to provide feedback during the options analysis process (Figure 3).   

 
Community Input Opportunity #1 
As a first step in the Public Access Options Analysis, SPU and Parks developed draft public access 
options and evaluation criteria to assess those options. To ensure the project team did not overlook 
any potential options or criteria, the options and criteria were released for public review and 
feedback through a survey that was sent via mail and email to over 1,300 nearby businesses and 
residents. Additionally, SPU and Parks reached out to neighborhood community groups and 
organizations, offering briefings about the project and/or soliciting their participation in the survey. 
Community groups contacted included: 

Á Friends of Deadhorse Canyon  

Á Rainier Beach Community Club (RBCC) 

Á Rainier Beach Community Empowerment Coalition (RBCEC) 

Á Rainier Beach Merchants Association 

Á Rainier Beach Moving Forward (RBMF) 

Á Rainier Beach Neighborhood Association (RBNA) 

Á West Hill Community Association (WHCA)  

Á Southeast District Council  

Á South Lake Improvement Committee 

Á Forterra  

Á Seattle Parks Foundation 

Á Washington Water Trails Association 
 

The survey was open for three weeks and more than 90 people submitted responses. The survey 
asked: 

1. Are there other options for public access you believe we should include? 
2. Are there additional criteria we should consider to evaluate the options for public access? 
3. Do you have any other comments you would like to share with us? 

 
A detailed summary of the results, including answers to common questions and a full report of 
responses, can be found in Appendix III. Highlights of the survey results include:     
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¶ Public access options ς Approximately 73% of participants agreed with the five access 
options SPU was proposing and did not feel additional options should be considered. 
Additional options suggested were more related to design of the site (e.g. boat launches, 
signage, etc.) than access to the site. 

¶ Evaluation criteria ς Approximately 59% of participants thought SPU should consider 
additional evaluation criteria, including educational potential for the site, rights and 
interests of the taxpayers, preservation of native cultural resources that might be present at 
the site, and comparison to similar street ends projects.  

¶ Options preference ς While the survey did not explicitly ask participants for their preferred 
access option, many participants shared their opinion about which optioned they would like 
to see implemented.  Approximately 26% of responses were in favor of Open access, 7% for 
scheduled/limited access, and 25% for no access. The other 42% of participants did not 
explicitly state a preferred option.  

 
¢ƘŜ /ƻǊŜ ¢ŜŀƳ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŦŜŜŘback and incorporated criteria suggestions. 
EŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǿŀǎ ŀŘŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ !ƳŜƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴΦ 
¢ŀȄǇŀȅŜǊ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άtǊƻƧŜŎǘ Dƻŀƭǎέ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
ά/ƛǘȅ hǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ aŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜέ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǎƛǘŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǘƛƳŜΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ 
our environmental permitting process, SPU and Parks will assess the cultural resource potential of 
the site and research waterfront street end sites for lessons that can be applied to this project. No 
additional public access options were identified through Community Input Opportunity #1. 
 
Community Input Opportunity #2 
Following Community Input Opportunity #1, SPU and the City applied the evaluation criteria to the 
five public access options that were carried forward in the analysis. In early June, the preliminary 
evaluation was released, and an open house and neighborhood drop-in session were held. The 
purpose of this second community input opportunity was to solicit a critique of the evaluation and 
preferred public access option. Over 65 community members attended the open house and/or the 
neighborhood drop-in session.   

 
Participants submitted comments in one of three ways ς in-person at the June open house or 
neighborhood drop-in session, via a mail-returned comment form, or through online survey. 
Comments were collected for over two weeks.   
 
A detailed summary of the results, including answers to common questions and a full report of 
responses, can be found in Appendix III. Highlights of the survey results include:     

¶ Over 90 community members participated in the Preliminary Evaluation of Public Access 
Options survey.  

¶ More than 80% of survey participants believed the evaluations presented were fair. The 
most agreed-upon evaluation was City Cost, Operations, and Maintenance, with about 91% 
of respondents in favor of the evaluation. The least supported evaluation was Traffic Safety 
and Mobility, with approximately 81% of respondents agreeing. People are very concerned 
about traffic conditions on Rainier Ave S (and along 68th Ave S to a lesser extent) and want 
to see improved pedestrian safety, especially if public access is provided to the Taylor Creek 
site. 
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¶ Approximately 70% of participants expressed a preference for Open Access at the site. The 
most commonly cited reasons in support of this option were educational benefits, the 
potential for stewardship opportunities, the ability to offset maintenance costs, and the 
existing shortage of open spaces and access to Lake Washington in the neighborhood.  

¶ Approximately 10.5% of participants expressed a preference for No Access. The most 
commonly cited concerns included the potential for increased crime and nuisance activity in 
the neighborhood, cost to the City and taxpayers for operations and maintenance of an 
open site, negative impacts to salmon habitat, and traffic/pedestrian safety.  

 
Feedback from Community Input Opportunity #2 was used to refine the option evaluation, as a 
point of information for the project team in developing the staff-level recommendation, and 
assisted the project team in developing additional considerations for the project as it moves into the 
design phase. 
 
Community Input Opportunity #3 
The public is being asked to respond to the staff-level public access recommendation in this report. 
The comments received will be made available with this report and shared with the Director of SPU 
and Superintendent of Parks.  

 
Creeks, Drainage, and Wastewater Advisory Committee 
SPU charters three Community Advisory Committees that align with its three Lines of Business; Drainage 
and Wastewater; Solid Waste, and Water.  They are responsible for providing advice, recommendations 
ŀƴŘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻƴ {t¦Ωǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {t¦ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊΦ   
/ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ {t¦Ωǎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀƭƭ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ communities. 
The Creeks, Drainage, and Wastewater Advisory Committee (CDWAC) ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ {t¦Ωǎ drainage and 
wastewater-related work.  
 
The Public Access Options Analysis and staff-level recommendation was presented to CDWAC on July 10, 
2013 after a tour of the site. Overall, the group was very supportive of the project. Members were 
concerned about how the different public access options could affect salmon habitat and use of the area 
by other wildlife. The group did not identify one favored option, but preferred options that had less 
chance of impacting habitat and use by fish and wildlife (e.g., Viewpoint and/or Scheduled Access). One 
CDWAC member lives close to a street end and voiced concerns over how traffic and parking changes 
from open access could impact immediate neighbors and pedestrian safety.  
 
Members also provided some suggestions for protecting habitat if public access of some sort was 
provided to the project ǎƛǘŜΦ {ǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŦŜƴŎƛƴƎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜŀƳ όŜΦƎΦΣ tƛǇŜǊΩǎ /ǊŜŜƪύΣ 
closing the park during certain times (e.g., Fourth of July, spawning season), and examining small street 
end parks in Seattle for design and implementation lessons. Members also liked the idea of monitoring 
the site if public access is allowed and making adjustments as needed to protect the restored habitat.  
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THE PUBLIC ACCESS OPTIONS  

At the start of the Public Access Options Analysis process, SPU and Parks identified the range of public 
access options for the lower Taylor Creek site. The options ranged from sale of the property into private 
ownership once restoration is complete, to a fully-developed park with parking and other public 
amenities (Figure 5).  
 

 
Figure 5. The range of possible options for ownership, access and facilities at the lower Taylor Creek 
project site that were discussed as part of the Public Access Options Analysis process.  
 
The Core and Interdepartmental teams considered accessibility to the site in terms of: 

¶ Geographic elements ς Access to the site could be limited to certain portions of the site (e.g., 
varying elevations). 
 

¶ Physical elements ς Access to and around the site could be limited and/or directed by paths, 
gates, fences and vegetation. 
 

¶ Temporal elements ς Access to the site could be limited to certain days and hours. 
 
Ultimately, seven public access options were identified. For cost and feasibility reasons, two options 
were eliminated from consideration. Five options were carried forward for this analysis (Figure 6).  
 

Options Removed from Consideration 
Initial discussions led to elimination of two options at the extreme ends of the spectrum for further 
consideration:    
 

Sale of the property into private ownership 
Private ownership of the site was not pursued as an option in this analysis for the following 
reasons:  

¶ Protecting restoration investments: Future development at the site could reduce the 
restoration benefits of the project.  

¶ Public safety: Properties at the site have experienced flooding and sediment deposition. 
While the restoration project will address sediment deposition and flooding to some extent, 
these are natural processes that will continue to occur. In order to prevent the impacts of 
future flooding, SPU purchased the properties to restore natural habitat and stream 
processes at the site.  

¶ Limited development potential: Once the restoration project is complete, there will be 
constraints on how the site is used ŘǳŜ ǘƻ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ /ǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ !ǊŜŀ ƻǊŘƛƴŀƴŎŜ.   

 
 



 

Taylor Creek Public Access Options Analysis Report    12  

 
Developed park with public amenities 
A developed park site would have facilities such as playgrounds, parking lots, restrooms, 
bridges, and other structures such as docks or bulkheads. This option was removed from further 
consideration for the following reasons: 

¶ Severely limits restoration value: The intent of the project is to restore habitat for fish and 
wildlife in the area and ensure mobility at the Rainier Ave S crossing. The stream-related 
improvements need to be sized appropriately and will occupy the bulk of the site. Park 
amenities are incompatible with habitat needs and there is little space for them. 

¶ Increased operation and maintenance costs: Park facilities would increase maintenance and 
operational needs at the site, such as maintaining play equipment and structures, cutting 
the lawn, cleaning bathrooms, and other maintenance activities. 

¶ Redundancy with nearby amenities: Lakeridge Playfield is directly across the street from the 
project site and contains park amenities.   

 
Public Access Options Evaluated   
Five public access options are evaluated in this report and described below (Figure 6). Each public access 
option differs in terms of who has the ability to access the site and at what days and/or times it can be 
accessed. Table 1 compares elements of the public access options. Some design elements are consistent 
among all of the options, including:  

¶ Permanent fences will be installed on the eastern and western sides of the property.  

¶ Public parking will not be provided at the site.   

¶ Vehicle access to the site will be permitted for City maintenance personnel only.  

¶ Use of the site to walk or exercise dogs will be limited or perhaps prohibited to protect salmon 
and their restored habitat.  

¶ Only native stream-side forest community plants will be used, including coniferous and 
deciduous trees, shrubs and groundcovers. 

¶ No facilities of any sort, such as docks, mooring buoys or swimming buoys will be included.   
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Figure 6. The five public access options evaluated in this report. 
 

  

1- No public access  
This option is the most restrictive option evaluated. The site would 
be enclosed by a permanent fence on the Rainier Ave S side of the 
property, and only City employees would be allowed to open the 
fence and enter the site. A maintenance trail would provide access 
for care of vegetation and site monitoring. 

 

2- Viewpoint  
This option would provide a public viewing platform overlooking the 
site but would not allow public access onto the site or to the 
shoreline. Apart from the viewing platform, the site would be 
enclosed by a permanent fence on the Rainier Ave S side of the 
property. Only City employees would be allowed to open the fence 
and enter the site. A maintenance trail would provide access for care 
of vegetation and site monitoring. 
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Figure 6 (continued). The five public access options evaluated in this report.   
 

  

3- Scheduled access  
This option would provide group access via a pedestrian pathway for 
educational or stewardship purposes. Access to the site would be 
allowed by appointment only. The site would be enclosed by a gated 
fence on the Rainier Ave S side of the property. Access would be 
managed by City employees opening/closing the gate as needed. 

 
4- Limited access  
This option is similar to Scheduled Access, except that there would 
be access for the general public during specified days/times only 
(e.g., weekdays from 12 to 4 p.m.).  

5- Open access  
This option is the least restrictive option evaluated. The site 
would serve as a natural area for passive recreation. Visitors 
would access the site and Lake Washington via a pedestrian 
pathway during daytime hours only (sunrise to sunset). Fencing 
would not be installed on the Rainier Ave S side of the property. 
Bollards at the entrance would restrict vehicle access to the site 
and signage would limit use to daylight hours. 
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Table 1. Comparison of public access options.  

 No Public Access Viewpoint Scheduled Access Limited Access Open Access 

Option description  No public access is allowed 
to the site; City employees 
are the only ones that can 
enter the area. 

Viewpoint overlooking site.  The site serves as a natural 
area that provides passive 
recreational enjoyment by 
appointment only. 

The site serves as a natural 
area that provides passive 
recreational enjoyment 
during specific days/times 
only. 

The site serves as a natural 
area that provides passive 
recreational enjoyment; 
access to the site is 
provided during daytime 
hours (sunrise to sunset). 

Who can access the site and 
Lake Washington? 

¶ City employees only ¶ City employees  

¶ General public access 
to viewing deck only  

¶ City employees 

¶ Community, school and 
organized groups by 
appointment only 

¶ City employees 

¶ General public during 
specific days/times 
only  

¶ City employees 

¶ General public during 
daylight hours 

How will fencing be used? 

 

Note: fences will be installed on 
the east and west property 
boundaries for all options 

¶ Fence at southern end 
of property, opened by 
City staff only 

 

¶ Fence at southern end 
of property, opened by 
City staff only; 
viewpoint area open at 
all times 

 

 

¶ Gated fence at south 
end of the site to allow 
pedestrian access 

¶ Access managed by 
City personnel opening 
and closing the gate  

¶ Gated fence at south 
end of the site to allow 
pedestrian access 

¶ Access managed by 
City personnel opening 
and closing the gate 

¶ No gate at southern 
end of the property 

¶ Pedestrian only access 
limited by bollards in 
path 

¶ Signs limit use to 
daylight hours only  

What are the main access 
design features?   

¶ Maintenance trail  ¶ Maintenance trail  

¶ Public viewing deck 
overlooking the site   

¶ Pedestrian pathway to 
the lake 

¶ Gated entrance  

¶ Pedestrian pathway to 
the lake 

¶ Gated entrance  

¶ Pedestrian pathway to 
the lake 

What types of vegetation 
and trees will be planted? 
Note: All options  include typical 
PNW stream-side forest 
community; coniferous and 
deciduous trees (e.g. cedar, 
douglas fir, maple); Shrubs 
(snowberry, Oregon grape); 
groundcovers (ferns, salal) 

Vegetation planted for 
maximum habitat benefit 
and without concern for 
maintaining site lines 
through the site. 

 

Vegetation planted to 
provide some sight lines 
through the site to view 
the stream and lake.  

 

Vegetation planted for 
maximum habitat benefit 
and without concern for 
maintaining site lines 
through the site. 

Vegetation more 
strategically and thinly 
planted to maintain site 
lines through the site ς this 
can mean fewer plants 
overall and targeted 
pruning to allow open 
views 3-6 ft. off the ground.  

Vegetation more 
strategically and thinly 
planted to maintain site 
lines through the site ς this 
can mean fewer plants 
overall and targeted 
pruning to allow open 
views 3-6 ft. off the ground.  
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EVALUATING THE PUBLIC ACCESS OPTIONS 

 
Preliminary Evaluation Results  
The analysis was conducted by the Interdepartmental Team from SPU, Parks, Seattle Department of 
Transportation (SDOT), and the Seattle Police Department (SPD). The team qualitatively discussed the 
benefits and the potential drawbacks and challenges that each access option presents, relative to the 
proposed evaluation criteria (Table 2). The discussion also highlighted design elements or actions that 
may be able to mitigate for or limit specific risks and challenges. The following sections, organized by 
criterion, contain the final evaluation results with feedback from Community Input Opportunity #2 
incorporated.  
 
Table 2. Evaluation criteria used in the analysis of public access options.  

Evaluation criteria  How does each public access option affect the following 
considerations? 

1. Habitat Improvements1 Á Ability to improve fish and wildlife habitat 

2. City Cost, Operations and 
Maintenance2 

Á Total design and construction costs3 
Á Staff time, costs and safety related to operations and 

maintenance  

3. City Safety and Liability4 Á  City liability for the site  
Á Ability to enforce rules at the site 

4. Community and Neighborhood 
Amenities 

Á Access to the lake shoreline  
Á Connectivity between public open spaces 
Á Environmental justice and service equity  
Á Educational and stewardship opportunities   

5. Potential Neighborhood 
Impacts5 

Á Crime related to property damage, theft or personal injury  
Á Nuisance behavior  
Á Property values/rental property changes 
Á Neighborhood character and privacy  
Á Impacts to neighboring businesses 

6. Traffic Safety and Mobility Á Cars, pedestrians, and bicyclists  
Á Traffic and pedestrian hazards accessing/along the private 

drive 
Á Parking 

                                                           
1
 This cǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ǘƛǘƭŜŘ άtǊƻƧŜŎǘ DƻŀƭǎέΤ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ 
ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƘŜ ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ /ǊŜŜƪ ŎǳƭǾŜǊǘ ŀǘ wŀƛƴƛŜǊ !ǾŜ { ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ŦƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ 
wildlife habitat improvements. Therefore, this criterion was re-named to more accurately reflect the condition 
being evaluated. 
2
 Design and construction costs associated with the public access options were added to the City Operation and 

Maintenance criterion based upon comments from Input Opportunity #1.  
3
 Design and construction costs of various options will be further developed through Preliminary Engineering.  A 

final decision about public access is contingent upon a cost that balances social and environmental benefits and is 
within the allocated budget. 
4
 Each public access option may present different levels of legal liability and public safety risk for the City of Seattle. 
¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ [ŀǿ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ.   
5
 This criteria focuses on the potential for negative impacts. Positive aspects are accounted for in the "Community 

and Neighborhood Amenities" criterion. Many of the potential negative impacts were noted during early outreach 
of the project and throughout the analysis process.  



 

 

Taylor Creek Public Access Options Analysis Report  17                      

 

Habitat Improvements 

This criterion evaluates how each option affects the ability to improve fish and wildlife habitat (Table 3). 
The considerations discussed for this criterion include:  

Reduced area for stream and surrounding habitat improvements 
Paths and viewpoints take up space in the project footprint that could be used for the stream, stream 
floodplain, and plantings that provide shade and habitat for land-based wildlife. Pathways will need to 
consider ADA accessibility, which could increase the footprint of the path.  
 
Vegetation and plantings 
Generally, urban spaces with public access are designed to facilitate visibility, based upon Crime 
Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles. If public access to the site is provided, 
vegetation would be installed to provide sightlines through the site (e.g., open views between three and 
six feet off the ground). To create these conditions, the types and numbers of plants are carefully 
considered and designed. Fewer plants overall would be expected on the site with more open public 
access. 
 
Habitat disturbance  
As more people access the site, there will be increased disturbance to fish and wildlife, as well as 
impacts to habitat in and around the stream and shoreline.  Dogs may also cause damage to habitat, 
especially if they enter the stream and lake while salmon are present (e.g., during spawning, egg 
incubation, and/or early life rearing).  
 
Although there is a potential for people to damage habitat, there are instances within Seattle parks 
where salmon and people interact successfully and respectfully, such as at Carkeek Park.  Design 
elements can be incorporated to reduce human impacts, including establishing designated areas where 
people can observe the stream. This would direct foot traffic to specific areas and limit possible habitat 
damage. In addition, temporary access restrictions could be implemented to protect habitat during key 
stages of the salmon life cycle, such as during spawning season. Dogs are also a concern, particularly 
when owners do not keep them on a leash to keep them from disturbing sensitive habitat. 
 
Site stewardship can also play an important role in protecting fish and wildlife and their habitat. There 
are active stewardship and community groups near the project site (e.g., Friends of Deadhorse Canyon, 
RaiƴƛŜǊ .ŜŀŎƘ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ /ƭǳōύΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ LǎƭŀƴŘ²ƻƻŘΩǎ 
Homewaters program) that can help promote respectful use of the site.    
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Table 3. Habitat Improvement evaluation: How each public access option affects potential habitat benefits. 

 No Access Viewpoint Scheduled Access Limited Access Open Access 

Habitat area 
available 

Slight decrease for 
maintenance path. 

Footprint for 
viewpoint will reduce 
habitat area, likely 
largest reduction 
among all the options. 

Slight decrease for 
maintenance/ ADA-
accessible pedestrian 
path. 

Slight decrease for 
maintenance/ ADA-
accessible pedestrian 
path. 

Slight decrease for 
maintenance/ ADA-
accessible pedestrian 
path. 

Vegetation Vegetation can be 
planted to maximize 
habitat benefits. 

Plant type and 
location may need to 
accommodate views 
to stream and lake. 

Vegetation can be 
planted primarily to 
maximize habitat 
benefits, small 
modifications to 
facilitate visiting 
groups. 

Plant type and 
location will need to 
accommodate 
sightlines, using 
CPTED principles, in 
addition to habitat 
benefits. 

Plant type and 
location will need to 
accommodate 
sightlines, using 
CPTED principles, in 
addition to habitat 
benefits. 

Habitat 
disturbance  

Maintenance staff 
only on site, 
producing little 
disturbance. 

Visitors limited to 
viewpoint only; 
maintenance staff 
only on site producing 
little disturbance.  

Periodic disturbance 
when groups on site; 
will need to focus 
activities into specific 
areas through design.  

Periodic disturbance 
when site is open; will 
need to focus 
activities into specific 
areas through design. 

Most frequent 
disturbance; will need 
to focus activities into 
specific areas through 
design. 

Criterion 
Summary 

Habitat benefits can 
be maximized. 

Some reduction in 
habitat benefits: 
reduced area from 
viewpoint, modified 
plantings for views. 

Slight reduction in 
habitat benefits from 
occasional 
disturbance. 

Greater reduction in 
habitat benefits from 
frequent visitors and 
modified plant type 
and locations. 

Greater reduction in 
habitat benefits from 
frequent visitors and 
modified plant type 
and locations. 

Design 
concepts to 
maximize 
habitat value 

¶ Carefully design plantings for habitat, visual connections, and sightlines. 

¶ Direct visitors to specific areas of the site and consider possible barriers, seasonal closures, and limiting dogs to 
minimize/limit extent of habitat disturbance. 
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City Cost, Operations, and Maintenance 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜǎ Ƙƻǿ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ 
ŀǎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƻǇŜǊŀte and maintain (O&M) the site (Table 4). The considerations discussed for 
this criterion include:   
 
Costs for design, permitting and construction 
Each public access option has different design, permitting, and construction costs and feasibility. All 
project elements include fences on east/west sides of the property and a maintenance and/or 
pedestrian path. Cost increases can be due to additional pathways, structures, and/or complicated 
design elements.  
 
This analysis only compares relative costs at a conceptual level, as accurate estimates are not able to be 
developed with the information currently available. Cost estimates for design and construction of the 
project, as well as the various public access options, will be developed through Preliminary Engineering.  
A final decision about public access is contingent upon a cost that balances social and environmental 
benefits and is within the allocated budget. 
 
Site maintenance and monitoring 
This includes staff time for the care of plants, clearing culvert debris, removal of trash and illegally 
dumped items, and repair to paths, fences, and other structures. The site will also have some level of 
monitoring to ensure that it is being used and respected appropriately. Options with little or no access 
will have fewer staff time requirements since sightlines and structures will not need to be maintained 
and there will be little trash to clean up. The No Access and Limited Access options also reduce the 
chance for invasive plant introductions, reducing maintenance needs. Under all options, fences will need 
to be maintained.  
 
Stewardship can offset site maintenance and monitoring costs. The Friends of Deadhorse Canyon is a 
stewardship group that works upstream of the project site that has done an excellent job caring for the 
native forest and removing invasive species in Lakeridge Park, providing benefits for fish and wildlife and 
reducing City expenses. For this analysis, it is assumed that more access will create greater opportunities 
for community stewardship of the site, helping to offset maintenance costs. The community benefits of 
ǎǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ ŀǊŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ά/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ !ƳŜƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ 
 
Table 4 does not include time spent by the police to monitor the site or respond to situations at the site. 
tƭŜŀǎŜ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ άtƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ bŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘ LƳǇŀŎǘǎέ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǎƛǘŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ 
are predicted to change police response in the area.  
 
Providing access 
Two public access options, Limited Access and Scheduled Access, would require a gate that would need 
to be opened and closed for visitors.  Limited Access would require that the gate be opened at specific 
days/times. Scheduled access would be more onerous for city staff as there would need to be 
coordination in advance of the scheduled visits, as well as a staff person present at the time of the 
scheduled event to allow access for the site visit. In addition to challenges for city staff, scheduled access 
could result in creating more barriers and/or limitations to our historically underserved populations due 
to language and schedule capacity of individuals or families seeking to use the area. 
 
Maintenance crew safety 
The crews maintaining City property sometimes encounter conditions that can pose a safety risk. Safety 
risks can be related to physical conditions of a site (e.g., steep slopes, high stream flows) as well as 
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human behaviors and interactions. The Interdepartmental Team did not anticipate differences in crew 
safety among the public access options.  
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Table 4. City Cost, OperatioƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ aŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΥ Iƻǿ ŜŀŎƘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘΣ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ 
and maintain the Lower Taylor Creek Restoration project and site. 

 No Access Viewpoint Scheduled Access Limited Access Open Access 

Project Costs* Slight cost increase for 
fence on Rainier Ave 
side of site. 

Increased cost for 
elevated structure; 
possible increase in 
permit requirements. 

Slight cost increase for 
fence/gate on Rainier 
Ave side of site. 

Slight cost increases 
for fence/gate on 
Rainier Ave side of site 
and to maintain 
sightlines/focus visitor 
use. 

Slight cost increase for 
designs to maintain 
sightlines/focus visitor 
use. 

Site 
maintenance 
/monitoring 

Minimal staff time 
requirement: ensure 
fence in good 
condition, minimal 
plant care.  

Little stewardship 
opportunity to offset 
costs. 

Modest staff time 
requirement:  ensure 
viewpoint/ fence in 
good condition, prune 
vegetation for views. 

Minimal staff time: 
ensure fence/gate in 
good condition, 
minimal plant care. 

Moderate staff time:  
ensure fence/gate in 
good condition, prune 
vegetation for 
sightlines. 

 

Greater stewardship 
opportunity to offset 
costs. 

Moderate staff time:  
ensure fence in good 
condition, prune 
vegetation for 
sightlines. 

 

Greater stewardship 
opportunity to offset 
costs. 

Providing 
access 

No additional staff 
time needed. 

No additional staff 
time needed. 

Staff time needed to 
schedule visitors and 
open gate. 

Staff time needed to 
open gate at regularly 
scheduled times. 

No additional staff 
time needed. 
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 No Access Viewpoint Scheduled Access Limited Access Open Access 

Criterion 
Summary 

Minimal cost 
increases for gate.  

Fewer maintenance 
needs, but little 
opportunity to offset 
costs with 
stewardship. 

Small cost increase to 
design/build 
viewpoint.  

Modest staff 
requirements for 
maintenance. 

Minimal cost increase 
for fence/gate.  

Modest staff 
requirements for 
maintenance, but 
some opportunity for 
stewardship 

Moderate staff 
requirements for 
providing access.  

Minimal cost increase 
for gate and view/use 
designs.  

Moderate staff 
requirements for 
maintenance and 
providing access. 
Some opportunity for 
stewardship 

Minimal cost increase 
for access design.  

Moderate staff 
maintenance 
requirements, but. 
greatest opportunity 
to offset costs with 
stewardship. 

Design 
concepts to 
reduce O&M 
needs 

¶ Use CPTED principles for plantings and maintaining sightlines. 

¶ Direct users to specific areas of the site to manage maintenance needs. 

*The design and construction cost of the various options will be further developed through Preliminary Engineering.  A final decision about public access is 
contingent upon a cost that balances social and environmental benefits and is within the allocated budget. 
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Community and Neighborhood Amenities 

This criterion evaluates how each option affects community and neighborhood amenities near and 
adjacent to the lower Taylor Creek project site. The considerations discussed for this criterion include:   
 
Access to the lake shoreline  
¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ tƭŀƴ Ƙŀǎ ŀ {ƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ !ŎŎŜǎǎ Dƻŀƭ ǘƻ άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǘƛƳǳƳ 
amount of public accessτboth physical and visualτto the shorelinŜǎ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜ ό[¦DппύΦέ  {ƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ 
Access Policies in the Comprehensive Plan include: 

¶ Increase opportunities for substantial numbers of people to enjoy the shorelines, by permitting non-
water-dependent uses providing public access to locate in waterfront areas less suited for water-
dependent uses, and by requiring public access on public property. (LUC235) 

¶ Promote public enjoyment of the shorelines through public access standards by requiring 
improvements that are safe, well designed, and offer adequate access to the water. (LUC236) 

 
Public access requirements are specified in the Seattle Shoreline Master Program, which regulates 
άdevelopment, uses and shoreline modifications of the shorelines of the City in order to: 

1. Protect the ecological functions of the shoreline areas; 

2. Encourage water-dependent uses; 

3. Provide for maximum public access to enjoyment of the shorelines of the City; and 

4. tǊŜǎŜǊǾŜΣ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊΧǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦƻǊ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ 
enjoyment of the shorelines of the Ciǘȅέ ό{a/ 23.60A.002 B).  

¢ƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άwŜƎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎƭȅ 
owned and publicly controlled waterfront development sites whether leased to private lessees or not, 
except if the site is submerged land that does not abut dry land (SMC 23.60A.164 .ύέΦ 
 
Shoreline access in Seattle is generally provided through either park property or street ends that reach 
the water (Figure 7). The lower Taylor Creek project site is located 0.9 mile from Chinook Beach Park, 
the nearest shoreline park. This park is a shoreline restoration area that features a small beach with 
informal access to the water. Beer Sheva Park is located 1.25 miles north of the project site on the shore 
of Lake Washington and provides large grassy areas, a children's play area, picnic tables, restrooms, and 
a motorized boat launch.  
 
There are a number of street ends that exist close to the project site. Currently none of these street 
ends provide clear public access to view the lake or touch the water. However, Parks and SDOT are 
working together to improve two street ends on Lake Washington south of the project site in 2013:   

¶ 72nd Ave S: This site has a low bank and steep access to the water. Proposed improvements 
include a bench or table. 

¶ 75th Ave S: This site sits high on a high bank with a tree covered slope. Proposed improvements 
include a bench and overlook with a hand-rail. 

 
Connectivity between public open spaces  
The lower Taylor Creek site is across Rainier Ave S from Lakeridge Playfield and within walking distance 
of Deadhorse Canyon/Lakeridge Park (Figure 8). An existing trail network in Lakeridge Park allows people 
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to walk from the upper Taylor Creek watershed (e.g., Skyway area) through the natural area park to 
68th Ave S/Holyoke Way S, then down 68th Ave S to Rainier Ave S and the playfield. A publicly accessible 
lower Taylor Creek project site could connect with these spaces to enhance recreational enjoyment of 
the Taylor Creek corridor and connections with the natural environment, fellow neighbors, and other 
site users.  
 
Environmental Justice and Service Equity (EJSE)  
The City of Seattle is committed to providing equitable service delivery to all Seattle residents.  SPU 
ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƎǳƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ wŀŎŜ ŀnd Social Justice Initiative, which is aimed at ending 
race-based disparities in our community and providing equitable service to the community.  
 
Southeast Seattle, within includes the project site, is more ethnically diverse than most areas of Seattle6. 
Based on 2010 census data, Seattle on average is about 70 percent white. In contrast, southeast Seattle 
ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴȅ ƻƴŜ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ƎǊƻǳǇΦ ¢ƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ !ǎƛŀƴ ŘŜǎŎŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ он ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ 
population, followed by non-Hispanic whites (28 percent), non-Hispanic blacks (25 percent), Hispanic (8 
percent) and multi-racial (6 percent).  
 
Previous assessments have indicated that southeast Seattle and the project area do not provide equal 
amount of open space and shoreline access per capita when compared to other portions of the City of 
Seattle. The Parks report !ƴ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ DŀǇǎ ƛƴ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ hǇŜƴ {ǇŀŎŜ bŜǘǿƻǊƪΥ ǘƘŜ нлмм DŀǇ wŜǇƻǊǘ 
Update7 reported that gaps in single family usable open space occur at the very southwest and 
southeast portions of the city. An assessment by the Duwamish River Cleanup Coalition/Technical 
Advisory Group in 2012 found that the zip code 98178, which includes the project site, has fewer square 
feet of park area per resident, compared to other zip codes in the Seattle area8.  
 
The Scheduled or Limited access options could favor certain users over others. For example, a working 
family would not be able to use the site if it was only open on weekdays during normal office hours 
(which would be easiest for the City to staff). Alternatively, groups who do not speak English as a first 
language may be less inclined to schedule a visit. The degree of community benefit and inclusiveness will 
be dependent on when (days and times) and to whom (school groups, environmental groups, etc.) 
accesǎ ƛǎ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŘΦ  9ǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƳƻŘŜ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
the ease with which they can get to the project site.   
 

                                                           
6
 Based on 2010 U.S. Census Bureau data, 98118 ZCTA 

7
 http://www.seattle.gov/parks/publications/GapReport.htm 

8
 Gould L, Cummings BJ. Duwamish Valley Cumulative Health Impacts Analysis. Seattle, WA: Just Health Action and  

Duwamish River Cleanup Coalition/Technical Advisory Group. March 2013. 
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Figure 7. Lake shoreline access opportunities in the Lower Taylor Creek Restoration project 
vicinity.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 








































